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183-6252 b7C 2/24/86 


Dato 


Investigative Assistance or Technique Used 
Were any of the Investigative tance or techniques listed below used in connection with accomplish- 
ment being claimed? No Yes - II Yes, rate each used as follows: 
1 = Used, but did not help 3 = Helped, substantially 
2 = Неред, but only minimally 4 м Absolutely essential 


2115. Photographic Rating] 22. Telephone Rating 
"Coverage ΜΝ Toll Recs 


FROM: SAC, MILWAUKEE (P) 
SUBJECT: 


FRANK PETER BALISTRIERI; 
ET AL; UNSUB(S); AUGUST 
MANIACI, aka - VICTIM; | 
RICO-MURDER; 


Assistance 
ATTEMPTED MURDER; — DAE ЕРІ 


: виа 11. παπα 25. ue or 
š POMPE nformation 85800 
00: MILWAUKEE (identity of other agency) 12. Lab Div 19. Surveill. Sqd. 
О X if case Involves (SOG) Asst МЕСАР 
officia! (Federal, State ог Actio Analyels (VIA) 
Local). . Eng. Sect. 21. Tech. Agt. or E 222201 
кі Su Tech Equip 


А. Preliminary Judicial Process Complaints indictments 
(Number of subjects) Property PELP 
Type Recoveries Reatitutions Type Potential Economic 
Code* Code* Loss Prevented 


B. Arrests, Locates, Summonses or Subpoenas Served (No. of Subi) 








E. СМП Matters Government Plaintitf 


Amount of Suit –_-." 
- 7 5 
Misein d ward 
g or Kidnaped Children Locate Settlement or A Enter AFA Payment Here 


Judicial Distict (7) ED WI 8/6/85 2/11/86 Subjects 


District State Conviction or Pretrial Div. Date Sentence Date Acquitted Dismissed 


Subject 1 Subject Description Code* — JOHN МОМ ША 2 Subject 3 — Subject Descnption Code*— 2 
- Combined Sentence Combined Sentence 


| Conviction Г бою | | 
БИ ο σσ Suspended Probation EE In-Jail Suspended Probaton 
С Misde- ш Section 18 Mos Yrs Mos Yrs Mos Title Còunts | Yrs Mos Yrs Mos Yrs Mos 
meanor მეუ d ЖЕЛІ gc p oo. os _–_” ЕЕЕ 
| | შან о 


C. Retease of Hostages or Children Located: (Number of Hostages or Children 
Located) 


Hostages Held By Terrorists ; All Other Hostage Situations 








F. Final Judicial Process: 





ota 
Fines $ Fines $ 


Add consecutive sentences together. Add consecutive sentences together. 
Enter longest single concurrent sentence. Enter longest single concurrent sentence. 
Do not add concurrent sentances together. Do not add concurrent sentences together. 


Sentence 10 yrs.-8 yrs. susp. = 2 yrs. In-Jail. ЕК МЕКЕ ο Sentence 10 yrs.-8 yrs. susp. ж 2 yrs. In-Jail. 


Subject 2 Subject Description Code* — Subject 4 Subject Description Code* — 


С Сотис | Combined Sentence Combined Sentence 
In-Jail Suspended Probation In-Jail Suspended Probation 
Title Yrs Mos Yrs Mos Yrs Mos Title Yrs Mos Yrs Mos Yrs Mos 
Total otal 
___ | (| ээ 0-1 _ [| js 


Add consecutive sentences together. Add consecutive sentences together. 
Enter longest single concurrent sentence. Enter longest single concurrent sentence. 

Do not add concurrent sentences together. Do not add concurrent sentences together. 
Sentence 10 yrs.-8 угз, susp. ж 2 yrs. in-Jail, Sentence 10 угз. 8 yrs. susp. = 2 yrs. In-Jail. 

































Г] Pretrial 
Diversion 








Attach additional forms if reporting final judicial process on more than four subjects, and submit a final disposition Гог (R-84) for each subject. 


Remarks: (Рог every subject reported in Sections A, B or Е above, provide name, DOB, гасе", sex, and РОВ and SSAN if available.) Оп 8 / 6 / 8 5 9 MONTELE ONE was 
found guilty on one count, Tl ction of Justice, Criminal . 
Contempt before the Honorable EDW. On 2/11/86, MONTELEONE was 
sentenced to four years custody of the Attorney General and to report 3/3/86. 
MONTELEONE is a lieutenant in the "West Side Crew" Chicago LCN Family. 
MONTELEONE is a white male, DOB 1/29/24, and has SSAN 356-05-9868. 
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Federal Bureau of Investigation 








In Reply, Please Refer to 
File No. 


Post Office Box 2058 
Milwaukee, Wisconsin 53201 
March 27, 1986 


Honorable Joseph P. Stadtmueller 
United States Attorney 

Eastern District of Wisconsin 
Milwaukee, Wisconsin 


Re: Frank P. Balistrieri; 
Peter F. Balistrieri; 
Steve J. Di Salvo; 
August S. Maniaci - Victim; 
Vincent J. Maniaci - Victim; 
Racketeer Influenced and 
Corrupt Organizations; 


Murder; 
Attempted Murder; 


Criminal Contempt 


Dear Mr. Stadtmueller: 


Attached to this letter are three ог141па1 Grand 


These return subpoenas were obtained from your office from 
which were needed in the prosecution of John 
Monteleone for criminal contempt at Milwaukee this past summer. 
Monteleone has been sentenced and is presently serving his time at 
Sandstone Federal Correctional Institution. 


Your office's cooperation in locating these subpoenas from 
the 1979 Special Grand Jury is greatly appreciated. 


Very truly yours, 


Н. ERNEST WOODBY 
Special Agent in Charge 


By: 
2m Addressee Supervisory Special Agent 
CY- Milwaukee (183А-80) 
PAS/I1s 
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United States Court nf Appeals 


For the Seventh Circuit 
Chicago, Illinois 60604 


March 18 19.86 


Before | 
Hon. | WILLIAM J. BAUER, Circuit Judge 


Hon. | JOEL M. FLAUM, Circuit Judge 


Hon. _ FRANK Н. EASTERBROOK, Circuit Judge 





UNITED STATES OF AMERICA, Appeal from the United States 
Plaintiff-Appellee, District Court for the 
| Eastern District of Wisconsin. 
No. 86-1307 vs. 


: No. 85-CR-40 
JOHN MONTELEONE, Thomas J. Curran, Judge. 
Defendant-Appellant. | 


This matter comes before the court for its consideration upon Ж 
the following documents: 


1. "MOTION FOR RELEASE PENDING APPEAL" filed herein оп 
March 3, 1986, by counsel for the defendant-appellant. 


2. "СОУЕКММЕМТ"5 RESPONSE TO DEFENDANT'S MOTION FOR RELEASE 
PENDING APPEAL" filed herein on March 12, 1986, by counsel. 


3. "MOTION FOR LEAVE TO FILE REPLY TO GOVERNMENT'S RESPONSE 
IO DEFENDANT'S MOTION FOR RELEASE PENDING APPEAL" filed 
herein on March 17, 1986, by counsel for the defendant- 
appellant. 


4. "REPLY TO GOVERNMENT'S RESPONSE TO DEFENDANT'S MOTION 
FOR RELEASE PENDING APPEAL" filed herein on March 18, 1986, 
.by counsel for the defendant-appellant. 


On consideration thereof, 


IT IS ORDERED that Qu "MOTION FOR LEAVE TO FILE REPLY TO 
GOVERNMENT RESPON 8 а DANT SC MOTTON OB Б ВАЗЕ РЕМОТМ 
APPEAL'" is GRANTED and = clerk of this court is directed to file 
the "REPLY TO GOVERNMENT'S RESPONSE TO DEFENDANT'S MOTION FOR 
RELEASE PENDING APPEAL". · | 


i L 




















No. 86-1307 March 18, 1986 
220212 


We conclude that this appeal raises a "substantial question" 
under 18 U.S.C. $ 3143(b). United States у. Bilanzich, 771 F.2d 
292 (7th Cir. 1985). Appellant's motion for bond pending appeal 
is therefore GRANTED. The parties are directed to return to the 
district court forthwith for the setting and execution of bond. 
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U.S.C. § 3143(b) and directing the parties "to return to the 
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EASTERN DISTRICT OF WISCONSIN MAR 20 34980 
UNITED STATES OF AMERICA, 
Plaintiff, Case No. 85-CR-40 
Ve 
JOHN MONTELEONE, 


Defendant. 


ж-- πο. — — — — m G — — — —— —— —— —— ce (απὸ дш ee «ута a eye ec se F “r s s s s щете чети s s деи 


ORDER 
The court has this day received a directive from the 
United States Court of Appeals for the Seventh Circuit finding 


that the pending appeal raises a substantial question under 18 


district court forthwith for the setting and execution of bond." 
The attached Writ has been forwarded to the United States Marshal 
ordering the return of the defendant as soon as practicable, but, 
under no circumstances, later than April 2, 1986. A bond hearing 
will be conducted within forty-eight hours of receipt of notice 
of the defendant's arrival at the nearest available facility. 
Counsel will be notified by the court as to the date and time of 
said hearing. 

IT IS ORDERED that the United States Probation Depart- 
ment prepare a pre-release report- updating the pre-sentence 
report of December 12, 1985. Thel Probation Officer is to note 


any facts or circumstances which would aid in determining whether 
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the defendant is likely to flee or whether he poses a threat to 
the well being of any person or of the community. The Probation 
Officer is also to determine etie there has been any change in 
circumstance in the defendant's family life or financial situa- 
tion. 

Done and Ordered in Chambers at the United States 


Courthouse, Milwaukee, Wisconsin this 22% aay ОЁ "a Л 


1986. 






Thomas 7. Curra 


United States District Judge 
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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
EASTERN DISTRICT OF WISCONSIN 42. 
MAR 20 1986 
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UNITED STATES OF AMERICA, 
Plaintiff, Case Νο. 85-CR-40 
V. 
JOHN MONTELEONE , 


Defendant. 


WRIT OF HABEAS CORPUS AD PROSEQUENDAM 
TO: THE UNITED STATES MARSHAL FOR THE EASTERN DISTRICT 
OF WISCONSIN AND WARDEN, FEDERAL CORRECTIONAL INSTITUTION, 
SANDSTONE, MINNESOTA 
GREETINGS: 
WE COMMAND YOU, that you have the body of 
JOHN MONTELEONE, 
now detained in the Federal Correctional Institution, Sandstone, 
Minnesota, now in your custody, and that you produce him, under 
safe and secure conduct to Room 242, Federal Building, 517 E. 
Wisconsin Avenue, Milwaukee, Wisconsin, as expeditiously as 
possible, no later than April 2, 1986, for the purpose of 
attending a hearing to set bond. 
WE FURTHER COMMAND that you promptly notify the court as 
to when the prisoner will arrive at the closest federal facility. 
Done and Ordered in Chambers at the United States 
Courthouse, Milwaukee, Wisconsin this ZZ“ day of : 


1986. 






Thomas J. Curr 


United States District Judge 
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MI 

DE CG. 

R13 21500 APRSG 

FM CHICAGO (1834-1775) (P) (SQ. 60) 

TO MILWAUKEE ROUTINE 

BT 

UNCLAS E F T O 

FRANK BALISTRIERI; ET AL; UNSUB; AUGUST MANIACI, AKA 

VICTIM; VINCENT MANIACI, AKA VICTIM; RICO-MURDER-24J; 

00 sMILWAUKEE . | 

SUN-UPs; RICO; 00 CHICAGO., 

RE TELETYPE TO CHICAGO FROM MILWAUKEE DATED FEBRUARY 

5, 1986. | | 
GOVERNMENT WIT NESs Т, 

(2202022 [JOHN MONTEL тоне IN MILWAUKEE, 

WISCONSIN, ON OR АВОШТ| TTTTTAI cHicaeo 


DIVISION REQUESTS A COPY OF THE TRANSCRIPT REFLECTING. 


[| ΤΕΘΤΙΗΟΝΥ DURING THIS HEARING, 


MILWAUKEE AT MILWAUKEE, WISCONSIN, OBTAIN 





ште- τὰ петим lela а алийн. 
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" PAGE TWO 


TRANSCRIPT ос _________| апр FORWARD TO CHICAGO 


UNDER CASE FILE SUW-UP; RICO; OO:CHICAGO, FILE NUMBER 
1554-1775, 


BT 





‘CG 1854-1775 
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| Tied VIA: PRECEDENCE: CLASSIFICATION: 
[] Teletype O Immediate [] TOP SECRET 
[] Facsimile О Priority [] SECRET 
κ Airtel ___ [] Routine [] CONFIDENTIAL 
С UNCLASEFTO 
ГІ. -UNCLAS- 1 
Date 5/21/86 
TO: SAC, CHICAGO (1834-1808) 
FROM: SAC, MILWAUKEE (183A-80) (P) 
FRANK BALISTRIERI; 
ET AL; 
UNSUB; 
AUGUST MANIACI, aka - 
VICTIM; 
VINCENT MANIACI, aka - 
VICTIM | 
RICO-MURDER; 000 : ( M 
00: MILWAUKEE 4 
МІ 183А-80 y: 


JOHN MONTELEONE 
RICO 

00: | CHICAGO 
CG 183A-1808 


Re Milwaukee telcall to Chicago, 5/20/86. 


Enclosed for Chicago is an order signed by the 
Honorable THOMAS J. CURRAN, United States District Judge for 
the Eastern District of Wisconsin, on 3/20/86. This order 
followed a directive by the U.S. Court of Appeals for the 
7th Circuit at Chicago wherein they advised that MONTELEONE's 
appeal raised "a substantial question" and ordered him out 
on bond pending appeal. 


MONTELEONE was released the same day, 3/20/86. 
This release followed his conviction at Milwaukee on 2/11/86 
when he was sentenced to four years custody of the Attorney 
General. 


2 - Chicago (1834-1808) (Enc. 1) 
- Milwaukee (183A-80) 


бш AS ea 
OD V 


Approved: _______________ Transmitted 
(Number) 
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MI 183A-80 
А probation report was ordered at the time of 
MONTELEONE's release. 
LEADS 
MILWAUKEE DIVISION 
AT MILWAUKEE, WISCONSIN 


Will determine the conditions of MONTELEONE's 
release and advise Chicago. 


2% 
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TRANSMIT VIA: PRECEDENCE: CLASSIFICATION: 


[] Teletype Γ] Immediate 
[0 Facsimile [] Priority 
__ Airtel  Á«—. [] Routine 


[3 


TOP SECRET 
SECRET 
CONFIDENTIAL 
UNCLASEFTO 
UNCLAS 

Date _ 5/21/86 


ΠΠ D 


10: SAC, CHICAGO (183A-1775) 
FROM: SAC, MILWAUKEE (183A-80) (P) 


FRANK BALISTRIERT; 

ET AL; 

UNSUB; 

AUGUST MANIACI, aka - 
VICTIM; 

VINCENT MANIACI, aka - 
VICTIM 

RICO-MURDER; OOJ 

00: MILWAUKEE 

MI 183A-80 


SUN-UP; 
RICO w 
00: CHICAGO pee 
CG 183A-1775 


Re Chicago teletype to Milwaukee, 4/13/86. 


шэн, аге two copies of an transcript | 
of testimon in U.S. vs. John Monteleone, heard b3 
“шинжин the Honorable THOMAS J. CURRAN, presiding Judge, pO 
Eastern District of Wisconsin. 

This transcript is being furnished per Chicago's 
request for the same. 


2 - Chicago (183A-1775) (Enc. 2) 
- Milwaukee (1834-80) 


AS:ca u ДЕ . ^ 
“ КЫШ: Reste ος p. – (2... 


Approved: . 1...  ......... Transmitted ____________-- Per 








(Number) (Time) 
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Actors Reading 
2 | 
From Transcript 
For Pizza’ Trial 
Give Voice to Recorded | 
-Case Dial. 
YE ery Se 


By ARNOLD H. LUBASCH 


А team of professional actors played 
ап unusual courtroom role yesterday | 
Бу. reading transcripts as evidence in. 
the “pizza connection” trial, | 


Scripts to the j in Federal District 
Court in Меша: : ° 





The-actors are Joan Nimmo, Debbie 
Merrill, Robert Petito and Cal Saint 
John, all Manhattan residents. They 
have Previously appeared in Off Off 
Broadwa productions, but perhaps not 
quite so far off Broadway. 

Without auditions, they were se. 
lected for the courtroom scene after “а 


friend of a friend" said a эшш | 


needed some readers for a trial. 


*Very Exciting' 

“Ме just do our thing in court,” ac. 
cording to Miss Nimmo, who said she 
Was also in rehearsals for an Off Off 
Broadway play titled “Immortal Be. 


loved.” She noted that the courtroom j 
actors were not familiar with the | 


criminal case because they were “ошу 
m court while reading." 

Mr. Petito, artistic director of an Off 
Off Broadway group called the Amer- 
ican Ensemble Company, found it 


“Уегу exciting" to appear in court in-; 


Stead of on stage. He said, “It’s almost 
the best of both — because it’s real 


“It’s very important that we get 
every word right,” Mr. Saint John ob- 
served, adding that the actors carefully 
read d ο... pics coming to 
court, ugh they do not rehea 
with each other. Ёс 

Miss Merrill, who said she recently 
played Christopher Reeve's roller- 
skating friend in “Marriage of Figaro" 
at the Circle in the Square Theater, ге. 
marked that actors had never been 
used before in a tria] — **so this is histo- 
ry." 


Le ” 


Lawyers in the case said they knew 
of no other criminal trial that had ever 
hired professional actors to present 
evidence. Each actor is being paid less 
than $20 an hour for the courtroom 
readings, which got under way in the 
last two weeks. 


The original conversations of the de. 
fendants were in a Sicilian dialect, 
making it necessary to present the 

lish transcripts to the jury. Nor- 
maily, prosecutors or court employees 
would read the transcripts, but there 
were so many recorded conversations 
in this case that the task was consid- 
ered burdensome and boring. 

When the plan to use the actors was 
disclosed two weeks ago at a hearing 
outside of the jury's presence, defense 
lawyers objected to the procedure, con- 
tending that actors would put unfair 
emphasis into the conversations. . 

Ruling that the prosecution could use 
the actors, Judge Pierre N. Leval said, 
“1 don't know of any rule that requires 
that the persons who read the tran- 
Scripts be the lawyers in the case." 

The jury has been told that the four 
readers are actors simply reading 
transcripts, not performing, in the trial 
of the 22 defendants charged with раг-: 
ticipating in a Mafia drug ring. The 
readings are scheduled to continue 
next week. 


nM f ccc 
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(Mount Clipping in Space Below) 


в probes Montos 


disappearance case 


Federal authorities said Wednes- 
day they were investigating the dis- 
appearance of Nicholas G. Montos, a 

hicago man whom federal authori- 
ies have alleged was involved in a 
ungled gangland car bombing at- 
TUM in Milwaukee curing the late 
70s 


Montos, 69, of. River Forest inf 


west suburban Chicago, failed to ap- 
pear in court last week in Crown: 
Point, Ind., for arraignment on 
charges of being a habitual criminal. 


His wifé, Nancy, told the FBI Oct. 


7 that he had been missing since Oct.. 


5, when he said he was going to meet 


someone for dinner. She also told , 


iver Forest police that his passport 
as missing, said Keith Killacky, a 
ოო for the Chicago FBI. 


"We have an active investigation - 


locate him and return him to Не 
criminal justice system," Killacky 
said. “We don't know if it was a 


voluntary departure or if it's another ἡ 


burial in Indiana." 


Kilacky was referring to a recent 
Chicago gangland slaying in which 
reputed mobster -Anthony Spilotro, 
who was facing federal charges, and 
his brother, Michael, disappeared 
shortly before Anthony’s trial. They 
were found beaten to death in a 


hallow grave near the Indiana- ш 


ois state line. 


Montos, a renowned escape artist' 


person to make the FBI's Most Want- 
ed list twice, has a police record 
dating back to the 1930s. He was 
awaiting trial п Indiana for a No- 
vember 1985 break-in at а Наш- 
топа, Ind., jewelry store. 

À court brief filed in Federal Court 
in 1980 disclosed that the FBI be- 
lieved Montos was involved in the 
:Milwaukeé car bombing attempt in 
the late 1970s. 


The brief did not say who the 
target of the bombing attempt was. 
However, 20 sticks of dynamite were 
found Aug. 17, 1977, under the hood 
of a car owned by Vincent J. Маша | 
-ci. The dynamite failed to explode. 


The habitual criminal charge could 
earn Montos an extra 30 years in 


= ~ 


' prison in addition to any sentence for 


| 


Jand safecracker who was the first: 





pe 


the robbery charge. Another defen- 
dant, Anthony DePaolo, 56, of Chica- 
£0, also failed to make an appearance 
at the arraignment, Killacky said. 
I 
| 


If the two men fail to show up for, 
. another court appearance Thursday, 
arrest warrants will be sought, | 2 
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MILWAUKEE SENTINEL 
MILWAUKEE, WISCONSIN 


Date: 10/16/86 
Edtion: PINAL 


Tilt Nicolas С. Montos 


Character: 


RICO 
or 


Classification: 183- 
Submitting Office: w TT WAUKEE 


Indexing: 


FBI/DOJ 
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Питри States Court of Apprals 


Sor the Seventh Cirrnit 


No. 86-1307 
UNITED STATES OF AMERICA, 
Рата -Аррейее, 
v. 
Јонм MONTELEONE, 
Defendant-Appellant. 


Appeal from the United States District Court 
for the Eastern District of Wisconsin. 
No. 85 CR 40—Thomas J. Curran, Judge. 


ARGUED JUNE 10, 1986—DECIDED NOVEMBER 3, 1986 


Before Моор, JR., CuDAHY, and FLAUM, Circuit 
Judges. 


FLAUM, Circuit Judge. In August and again in Novem- 
ber of 1983 John Monteleone refused to answer questions 
put to him before a federal grand jury in Milwaukee, 
Wisconsin. Since his second refusal followed a judicial grant 
of immunity, he was held in civil contempt and lived out 
the life of the grand jury in jail. He was later convicted 
of criminal contempt based on the same refusal to testify, 
and now appeals that conviction. His principal argument 
in this court is that he should have been warned during 
the immunity and civil contempt proceedings that he could 
face additional prison time under a criminal conviction based 
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2 No. 86-1307 


on the same conduct. We find that no such warning is 
required, and for the reasons set forth below we affirm 
his conviction. | 


I. 


In August of 1977 а bomb was discovered in an auto- 
mobile in Milwaukee. On November 13, 1979 John Mon- 
teleone appeared before a federal grand jury investigating 
the attempted bombing and refused to answer questions, 
asserting his Fifth Amendment privilege against self- 
inerimination. The government did not pursue his testi- 
mony further at that time. 


Monteleone was again called before a federal grand jury 
in 1983. This grand jury was investigating possible óbstruc- 
tion of justiee charges in connection with Monteleone's 
1979 refusal to testify on the attempted bombing. When 
Monteleone first appeared on August 2, 1988 he refused 
to testify, again asserting his Fifth Amendment privilege. 
The government filed а petition under 18 U.S.C. $ 6002 
requesting that ће be immunized from prosecution. At a 
hearing on October 5, Distriet Judge Тегепсе T. Evans 
granted the petition and ordered Monteleone to testify, 
advising him in open court that further refusal could re- 
sult in his being “held in contempt.” He also stated that 
the government could ask him to “find [Monteleone] in 
contempt and punish him accordingly.” No explicit refer- 
ence to civil or criminal contempt was made. 


Monteleone next appeared before the grand jury on 
November 1, 1983. He read a brief statement indicating 
that he had refused to testify in 1979 solely on the ad- 
vice of his attorney, but refused to answer any questions 
despite acknowledging that he had been immunized by 
Judge Evans. The government immediately asked that 
Monteleone be held in civil contempt and incarcerated 
under 28 U.S.C § 1826. At a hearing that same day Judge 
Evans ruled that Monteleone’s prepared statement did not 
comply with his obligation to testify, held him in contempt 
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and sent him to jail, informing him that he could “purge 
himself of contempt at such time as he convinces me that 
he is willing to appear before the grand jury and answer 
questions as asked." | 


On January 17, 1984 the government brought Monteleone 
once more to the grand jury room. The prosecutor reminded 
him that he had already been held in civil contempt and 
noted that his refusal to testify "[could] also be considered 
a crime as well as a civil matter." Monteleone again de- 
clined to answer any questions. Three days later the grand 
jury's term expired and Monteleone was released. He had 
served two months and three weeks on his civil contempt 
citation. 


On March 28, 1985 the government applied under Rule 
42(b), Fed. R.Crim.P., for issuance of a notice of prosecu- 
tion for eriminal contempt against Monteleone based on 
his refusals to testify in November of 1988 and January 
of 1984. Notice was entered in the district court by Judge 
Thomas J. Curran. The case was tried to a jury on a rec- 
ord eonsisting largely of transcripts of Monteleone's ap- 
pearances before the grand jury and before Judge Evans. 
The jury found Monteleone guilty, and Judge Curran sen- 
tenced him to a term of four years’ imprisonment. 


II. 
А. 


Presenting a question of first impression in this Circuit, 
Monteleone asserts that his due process rights were vio- 
lated by Judge Evans' failure to advise him during the 
civil contempt proceedings that his recalcitrance could also 
result in separate and additional criminal penalties. He 
argues that a witness is unlikely to make the distinction 
between the coercive nature of civil contempt and the 
“penalty” of criminal contempt, and that without a spe- 
cific warning a witness in his position is led to believe 
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that the civil sanction is the full penalty for his refusal 
to testify.! 


In his briefs in this eourt Monteleone refers to Judge 
Evans’ failure to warn him “at the time the court im- 
posed Ше coercive sanction of civil committment for the 
Ше of the grand jury . . ." The government correctly 
points out that at the time Monteleone was actually held 
in civil contempt (November 1, 1983) he had already com- 
mitted the criminal act of refusing to testify despite im- 
munity; a “warning” delivered at that point would be in- 
effective because it was then beyond Monteleone’s power 
to erase his criminal conduct by agreeing to testify. See 
United States v. Petito, 671 F.2d 68 (2d Cir.), cert. denied, 
459 U.S. 824 (1982), At oral argument, Monteleone’s coun- 
sel suggested that the warning be required at the time 
immunity is granted, at which point a witness can still 


heed it and avoid a criminal violation.® 


1 Monteleone contends that he was led to believe that the civil 
sanction was the only one that would be visited upon him, but 
has not actually claimed that he would have changed his mind 
about testifying if he had been told further sanctions could follow. 


2  Inour view there is no requirement that preindictment notice 
need be given an individual, held in civil contempt for his re- 
fusal to testify following a grant of immunity, that he could 
also be subject to a charge for criminal contempt. Appellant 
had committed the act subjecting him to criminal contempt 
at the moment he refused to answer questions after being 
granted immunity. Any remarks later made by [the district 
judge], when Petito appeared before him for the second time, 
were after the fact of the contemptuous act. Appellant had 
already chosen to disregard the law and risk the consequences. 
To suggest that he is entitled to notice of those consequences 
or of the crime he had already committed as a prerequisite 
to being prosecuted is tantamount to adopting the doctrine . 
that ignorance of the law is an excuse. 


671 F.2d at 73 (citations omitted). 


3 We would not ordinarily consider an issue raised for the first 
time at oral argument. See, e.g., Goldblatt Brothers v. Home In- 
demnity Co., 118 F.2d 121, 126 (ith Cir. 1985). In this case, though, 


(Footnote continued on following page) 
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In support of his argument Monteleone cites two cases 
from the Ninth Circuit: Daschbach v. United States, 254 
F.2d 687 (9th Cir. 1958), and Yates v. United States, 221 
F.2d 848 (9th Cir. 1955). In Yates, a criminal defendant's 
refusal to answer four questions on the witness stand at 
her own trial was met with immediate incarceration “until 
she should purge herself of the contempt by answering 
these four questions." 227 F.2d at 849. After her trial 
ended she was criminally committed for contempt based 
on the same refusal. The Yates court reversed her crim- 
inal conviction, holding that she was entitled “at an ар- 
propriate time"4 to be advised that the initial, coercive 
restraint of civil contempt would not relieve her of liability 
for eriminal contempt. Ја. at 850-851. 


Like Yates, Daschbach concerned witnesses at criminal 
trials who refused to answer particular questions. Each 
of the three witnesses concerned was held in civil eon- 
tempt and incarcerated for the remainder of Ше trial, 
whereupon they were found to be in criminal contempt 
and sentenced to three years apiece. The Ninth Circuit 
adhered to the rule it laid down in Yates and reversed 
the criminal contempt convictions. 


3 continued 

it is more accurate to say that appellant clarified his “warning” 
argument when he suggested that the warning be given at an ef- 
ficacious time. Accordingly we deem the point to have been raised 
sufficiently. 


4 The court did not discuss the timing of the notification it re- 
quired. Of course, as there was no question of immunity (Ms. 
Yates having waived her Fifth Amendment rights by taking the 
stand) her conduct must have become contemptuous at the point 
at which she with certainty “refused” to answer despite being in- 
structed to do so. On some initial refusal a warning would still 
have been effective if we assume that she could at that point have 
reconsidered and answered. This seems to us the only logical way 
to read Yates; that court would not have required a warning when 
it was too late. But see Рено, 671 F.2d at 72 (citing Yates as 
requiring "positive notifieation of a possible criminal contempt 
charge at the time civil contempt sanctions are imposed"). 
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As the Petito court observed, 671 F.2d at 72 n.4, Dasch- 
bach does much to amplify the Yates court’s concern about 
confusion and the explicit nature of the notice needed to 
cure it. The Daschbach court reviewed the remarks made 


by the trial court at the time it held the various witnesses 


in civil contempt. The trial court at several points drew 
a distinction between coercive and punitive sanctions and 
emphasized that coercive measures were the court’s only 


concern at that time. Nevertheless the appellate panel 


held that the witnesses had not received "positive notifica- 
Поп” of the possibility of definite criminal penalties as 
required by Yates,5 and therefore that their criminal con- 
tempt convictions violated their due process rights. In 
referring to the remarks made to one of the defendants, 
the court observed that: 


[tlhe import of these remarks seems to be that the 
restraint imposed during trial was intended to be 


coercive and not penal, and that the court had not 
yet considered whether an additional penal sentence 
could and should be imposed. They do not constitute 
a forthright “positive notification” to the defendant 
that he was subject to an additional punitive sanc- 


tion if the court chose to invoke it. 


254 Е.24 at 692. This followed the court’s notation that, 


at one point in the civil contempt proceedings, the trial 
court had stated that “һе question of punishment for 
violating any order of the Court has not been considered.” 
Ја. 


В. 


The Yates and Dashbach cases prescribe a rule that a 
witness held in civil contempt for refusing to testify must 
be unequivocally advised by the court that the civil sanc- 


* The Daschbach court observed that this "positive notification" 
would have been required “ав or about the time coercive restraint 
was applied." 254 Е.24 at 692. 
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tion he will receive does not preclude later criminal sanc- 
tions based on the same conduct. While we are sympa- 
thetic to the concerns that prompted the announcement 
of this rule m Yates, we do not believe that the Due Proc- 
ess clause requires such а warning. Accordingly we ге- 
spectfully decline to follow those cases. 


As a matter of policy we have little quarrel with the 
notion that “positive notification” of the possibility of sub- 
sequent criminal sanctions will lessen confusion. It would 
be commendable to include such notice in immunization 
procedures because it would advance the interests of all 
parties concerned. A witness’ interests would be served 
by assuring that he was fully aware of all of the conse- 
quences of his actions. The interests of the government 
in coercing the witness to testify and of the court in co- 
ercing the witness to obey its order would be advanced 
because the weight of the coercion would increase as the 
witness became aware of further undesirable consequences. 


That a practice is advisable, though, does not mean it 
is required by law. It might well lessen confusion to post 
criminal penalties in prominent places in which particular 
laws could be violated, and this is occasionally, though 
rarely, done. An example may be found as near to hand 
as the “franked” envelopes used by this court and other 
government agencies, which advise the user of a specific 
penalty if they are used for private purposes. There is, 
of course, no general requirement that all penalties be 
posted in places and manners that would do the most 
good. 


Where courts or court rules have required affirmative 
warnings to defendants of the consequences of their ac- 
tions, it has not been simply because some of those con- 
sequences are not readily apparent. Most often affirma- 
tive warnings are required when rights are about to be 
waived, such as Fifth Amendment rights to avoid self- 
incrimination and to have counsel present during custodial 
interrogation, see Miranda v. Arizona, 384 U.S. 486 (1966), 
or the right to a trial by jury at which one may have 
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assistance of counsel and may cross-examine witnesses, 
see Rule 11(c(3) and (4, Fed.R.Crim.P. (prescribing spe- 
cific notification before pleas of guilty or nolo contendere 
may be accepted). Monteleone had no rights to waive; 
having been immunized, he had no more right to disobey 
Judge Evans’ order than a bank robber has to rob a bank, 
and therefore no greater right to be told in advance of 
the possible consequences of his act. 


Monteleone asserts that he was more likely to be mis- 
led because of the potential for two terms of inearcera- 
tion imposed by the same authority for the same conduct, 
admittedly not a common situation outside the area of con- 
tempt, and suggests that this confusion was aggravated 
by Judge Evans’ reference to "punish[ing] him according- 
ly" in his discussion of civil (1.6. coercive) contempt. While . 
we agree that such confusion is more likely in this situa- 
tion, it does not follow that the court (or any other of- 
ficer) is obligated to take affirmative steps to avoid it. 
Whether Monteleone was confused about the consequences 
of his actions is not relevant to his guilt, or (more spe- 
cifically) to the state of mind necessary to convict. 


The maxim that “ignorance of the law is no excuse” is one 
that we have termed “time worn.” Wilson v. Health and 
Hospital Corporation of Marion County, 620 F.2d 1201, 
1211 (7th Cir. 1980). It is not an absolute rule; “ignorance” 
may be a defense when it negates a mental state that 
is an element of the charged offense. United States v. 
Petito, 519 F.Supp. 838, 841 (E.D.N.Y. 1981), affd 671 
F.2d 68 (2d Cir. 1982), citing W. LaFave and A. Scott, 
Criminal Law § 47 (1972). In order to convict Monteleone 
of criminal contempt under 18 U.S.C. 88 401 and 402, the 
government had to prove that he “willfully” disobeyed 
Judge Evans’ order. See United States v. Ray, 683 F.2d 


5 Rule 11(cX1) requires that the court advise a defendant of the 
penalties he faces. At that point, though, he has already been 
charged and can no longer “back out” of the criminal act. The 
notice required by this provision is directed to a defendant’s deci- 
Sion on how to plead, not on whether to act in the first place. 
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1116, 1127 (7th Cir), cert. denied, 459 U.S. 1091 (1982); 
United States v. Patrick, 542 F.2d 381, 389 (Tth Cir. 1976), 
cert. denied, 430 U.S. 981 (1977) (discussing requirement 
that intent be shown, i.e. that the act be "knowingly" 
and “willfully” done). The showing of knowledge required 
only refers to Monteleone's awareness of Judge Evans’ 
order and his understanding of its contents. Monteleone 
was convicted of willfully disobeying that order; all that 
he had to understand in order to decide whether to violate 
the law was what the order said. The government did 
not have to prove that Monteleone knew he was violating 
a particular provision of law. United States v. Berardelli, 
065 F.2d 24, 30 (2d Cir. 1977). It follows that he did not 
have to be aware, or to be made aware, of specific con- 
sequences of that violation." 


Ш. 


Monteleone has raised several additional issues for our 
consideration.® He first argues that he was deprived of 


7 At pages 4-5 supra we pointed out that Petito discussed the 
requirement of a warning αἱ the time civil sanctions are imposed. 
Nevertheless we regard our holding herein as compatible with the 
Second Circuit's conclusion that no positive notification is required, 
a conclusion based in part on Berardelli. See Petito, 671 F.2d at 
13 п.б, and accompanying text. Our holding is also in harmony 
with United States v. Seale, 461 F.2d 845 (7th Cir. 1972). In that 
case the defendant was bound and gagged in court in response 
to disruptive behavior committed during his criminal trial. Without 
extensive discussion we held that he “need not specifically have 
been warned nor indeed be aware that his conduct could be visited 
with a criminal penalty as opposed to another type of sanction.” 
461 F.2d at 366, citing United States ex rel. Shell Oil Co. v. Barco 
Corp., 480 F.2d 998, 1001 (8th Cir. 1970). 


8 Coneeding that Supreme Court precedent is against him, see 
Yates v. United States, 855 U.S. 66 (1957) and United States v. 
United Mine Workers, 330 U.S. 258 (1946), Monteleone asserts that - 
his criminal conviction based оп the same conduct for which he 
was incarcerated civilly violates the Fifth Amendment’s Double 
Jeopardy clause. With due appreciation for counsel’s candid ad- 
mission that the point was raised simply to preserve it for fur- 
ther review, we adhere to those cases and reject that claim. 
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a fair trial by the failure of the district court to delete 
all references to his invocation of his Fifth Amendment 
privilege from the transcripts of his court hearings and 
grand jury appearances that were admitted as exhibits 
at trial. The record reflects that most of those references 
were either deleted entirely or replaced with the words 
“refused to testify", but some remained. 


Monteleone’s blanket assertion that a jury should never 
be told of a defendant’s invocation of the Fifth Amend- 
ment and his reliance on Miranda, 384 U.S. 436, Griffin 
v. California, 380 U.S. 609 (1965), Gruenwald v. United 
States, 353 U.S. 891 (1957), and their progeny are mis- 
placed. Those cases concerned the use in a criminal trial 
of the fact that a defendant had invoked his Fifth Amend- 
ment rights in declining at some earlier time to give in- 
formation relevant to his guilt or innocence of the offense 
for which he was on trial. Monteleone “took the Fifth” 
when asked what had prompted him to refuse to testify 
in 1979, but he was tried and convicted of criminal con- 
tempt for refusing to testify in 1983. The few Fifth 
Amendment invocations admitted at trial thus concerned 
matters other than his guilt or innocence of the offense 
for which he was on trial; they could not be interpreted 
as implicitly incriminating in that proceeding. 

Absent any direct Fifth Amendment concern the refer- 
ences were admissible unless their probative value was 
“substantially outweighed” by prejudicial or confusing ef- 
fect. Rule 408, Fed.R.Evid. The balancing of these fac- 
tors is committed to the broad and sound discretion of 
the trial court, and will not be overturned by this court 
unless that discretion is abused. United States v. Peters, 
191 F.2d 1270, 1308 (7th Cir. 1986). It is apparent on this 
record that substantial diseretion was exercised, as the 
trial judge went over the exhibits extensively with counsel 
in an effort to avoid repeated, and possibly confusing, 
references to the Fifth Amendment. Не may also have 
wished to avoid such fractional prejudice as might result 
from any reference to the Fifth Amendment. А few ref- 
erences remained where editing would have made some 














No. 86-1307 11 


passages unclear, but the judge specifically instructed the 
jury that no adverse inferences should be drawn from 
them. Under these cireumstances we find no abuse of 
discretion. 


Monteleone also contends that the trial judge erred in 
refusing to instruct the jury on a defense of reliance in 
good faith on the advice of counsel that he had complied 
with Judge Evans' order by reading the brief statement 
he had prepared. He asserts that this belief was supported 
by his knowledge of the scope of the grand jury's investi- 
gation, whieh he thought had been covered by the state- 
ment. Although Judge Evans specifically ordered him to 
"give testimony,"? Monteleone argues that “гота [his] 
point of view, the judge could have been wrong and [his] 
lawyer could have been correct." Appellant's Br. at p. 82. 


We dealt with an argument similar to Monteleone's in 
United States v. Ray, 688 F.2d 1116 (Tth Cir), cert. de- 
med, 459 U.S. 1091 (1982). Ray refused to obey a district 
court order that he provide specific handwriting exemplars 
to the F.B.I. and was convicted of criminal contempt. Ray 
claimed to believe that he had complied with that order 
by giving samples of his writing to state authorities in 
an earlier investigation, but the trial court excluded evi- 
dence of his belief. In upholding that ruling we observed 
that Ray's own evaluation of his conduct in light of the 
court order could not excuse him from contempt liability 
beeause the meaning of the order was clear and its сог- 
rectness was not an issue for him to pass upon: 


А good faith effort to comply with a court order tends 
to negate willfullness, an element of criminal contempt 
which must be proven beyond a reasonable doubt ... 


° At the October 5 hearing, Judge Evans ordered that Monteleone 
"appear before the Grand Jury, [and] give testimony under the 
previously-issued immunity grant...at the direction of the Pros- 
ecutors." The written order entered on that date (Government Ex- 
hibit 18) directed him to "answer the questions which he is asked 
and produce what evidence is required of him . . .” 
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Yet the appellant misconstrues the defense of good 
faith compliance as allowing the defendant in a con- 
tempt proceeding to “second guess” the necessity for 
the order he is charged with violating. In most in- 
stances, a defense of good faith compliance arises 
when a defendant has not refused to comply with the 
court order he is charged with violating, but has 
failed to comply because of the indefiniteness of the 
order or some other inability to do so... The ap- 
pellant does not contend that there was any confu- 
sion in his mind, nor could there have been, between 
the state court order compelling handwriting samples 
to the state authorities and the district court order 
compelling handwriting samples to the F.B.I... The 
court’s order was valid, and the wisdom or necessity 
for the order could not constitute a defense to con- 
tempt for a refusal to comply with the order. 


683 F.2d at 1126-1127. 


It makes no difference that Ray relied on a defense based 
on his own interpretation of the order, while Monteleone’s 
defense depends on alleged reliance on advice of eounsel.!9 
Judge Evans’ order was unambiguous and uncomplicated; 
Monteleone could not reasonably have believed that read- 
ing his statement complied with that order, no matter 
what his lawyer told him. While cooperation with counsel 
should be encouraged, an attorney may not exculpate his 
client of contempt by advising him to disobey an order 
of the court because the judge is “wrong”. 


10 Tt has been suggested that good faith reliance on advice of 

counsel that one was in compliance with a court order could be 

a defense to criminal contempt. See, e.g., United States v. Snyder, 

428 F.2d 520, 522-523 (9th Cir.), cert. denied, 400 U.S. 903 (1970). 

We have found no case, nor has counsel cited any, m which denial 
of such an instruction has been held erroneous. 
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IV. 


Monteleone finally argues that the four-year sentence 
he received was excessive. While as а general matter this 
court will not review the size of a sentence absent unusual 
circumstances, Monteleone correctly points out that we 
bear a "special responsibility" in reviewing criminal con- 
tempt sentences due to the absence of any maximum pen- 
alty in either 18 U.S.C. § 401 or Rule 42, Fed.R.Crim.P. 
See Green v. United States, 356 U.S. 165, 188 (1958); Ray, 
683 F.2d at 1122-1128; Patrick, 542 F.2d at 392. Never- 
theless, this responsibility does not amount to plenary re- 
view. Sentencing by district courts under the criminal con- 
tempt statutes is still a matter of discretion. Green, 356 
0.5. at 188-189. Accordingly we must place great reliance 
on the district court’s decision. Patrick, 542 F.2d at 392. 


Addressing the record before the district court at sen- 
tencing, Monteleone directs our attention to a number of 
positive factors, mostly concerning his involvement with 
his family, business and community. The government’s 
sentencing presentation centered around Monteleone’s in- 
volvement with and activities in support of organized 
crime, and included lengthy testimony at an evidentiary 
hearing by an immunized informant under federal witness 
protection. Monteleone has not argued that any of this 
evidence was improperly admitted or considered. In pass- 
ing sentence the district judge took note of the points in 
Monteleone’s favor, but also commented extensively on 
the important institutional role of the grand jury in the 
criminal process and of Monteleone’s part іп disrupting 
that process, as well as his association with “people of 
very unsavory standing in our society.” He further ex- 
pressed a specific desire to deter future disobedience in 
similar situations. We do not find that the judge exceeded 
his discretion in imposing a four-year sentence. 


We reject Monteleone’s suggestion that his sentence, the 
same as was Imposed in the Patrick case, should be reduced 
because his offense was “less serious” than Patrick’s. Com- 
paring sentences imposed for different criminal acts by 
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different judges is a poor method for determining whether 
discretion has been properly exercised, as it suggests that 
greater discretion is lodged with the first judge than with 
the second. It is more apt to note that Monteleone's sen- 
tence (like Patrick's, see 542 F.2d at 393 n.14) was within 
the five year statutory limit for those convieted of ob- 
structing a criminal investigation under 18 U.S.C. 8 1510, 
a crime analytieally similar to Monteleone's conduct. Leg- 
islative sentence limitations are more properly, though again 
not conclusively, considered in determining the limits of 
sentencing discretion in contempt cases because they are 
intended as principles of general application. 


Monteleone misconstrues our dictum in Patrick, 542 
F.2d at 398, that үе] believe the punishment in a case 
such as [Patrick’s] should be greater than in cases where 
a witness has merely refused to testify before a grand 
jury.” That statement cannot be read as a general lim- 
itation on contempt sentences, which like all sentences are 
individually considered decisions. Monteleone was sentenced 
on a record that included more than just his contemptuous 
conduct. We bear in mind Justice Harlan’s admonition in 
Green, 856 U.S. at 188, that “һе answer to those who 
See in the contempt power a potential instrument of ор- 
pression lies in assurance of its careful use and supervision, 
not in imposition of artificial limitations on the power." 


V. 


Finding no error in John Monteleone's conviction or sen- 
tence, we AFFIRM the judgment of the district court. 
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Оп 11/3/86, U.S. Court of Appeals for the 7th Circuit affirmed 
conviction. 


On 6/22/87, the Chicago Strike Force advised са: | 000000 segan 
serving his federal sentence on 5/6/87. | 


No further information has been developed regarding the murder 
of AUGUST MANIACI and the attempted murder of VINCE MANIACI. Milwaukee is 
therefore closing this investigation at this time. 
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Page 19 — h3, ђе, ъс 
Page 20 — ЪЗ, 56, brc 
Page 21 — 63, Бе, ΠΕ; 
Page 22 — 63, ће, БС: 
Басе 23 — ЪЗ, bó, Бс: 
Page 24 — ЪЗ, Һа, brc 
Page 28 — ЪЗ, 56, brc 
Page 29 ~ ЪЗ, ће, Бс: 
Page 30 — 53, bà, brc 
Page 31 — ЪЗ, 56, brc 
Page 32 — ЪЗ, ђе, БС 
Page 33 — ЪЗ, ће, Бс: 
Page 34 — ЪЗ, ће, БС: 
Page 35 — ЪЗ, 56, brc 
Page За — ЪЗ, bé, Б 
Page 37 ~- ЪЗ, ће, Бс: 
Page 44 — Referral/Direct 
Page 45 — Referral Direct 
Page 46 ~- Referral Direct 
Page 47 — Referral Direct 
Page 48 — Referral Direct 
Page 49 — Referral Direct 
Fage 50 — Referral Direct 
Fage 51 — Referral Direct 
Fage 52 — Referral Direct 
Page 53 — Referral Direct 
Page 54 — Referral Direct 
Page 55 — Referral Direct 
Page 56 — Referral Direct 
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57 -- Referral/Duirect 
55 — Feferral Direct 
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Басе 
Басе 
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πα - Referral Direct 
ΕΠ — Referral/Direct 


61 — Referral/Durect 


62 — Referral’Direct 
аз — Referral/Durect 


84 — Referral/Duirect 


65 — Referral/Durect 
ай — Referral/Duirect 


ay — Referral/Durect 


ба — Referral/Duirect 
ая — Referral/Durect 


"UU — ReferralDirect 


771 — Referral/D1rect 
“а — Referral/Durect 


73 — Referral/D1rect 
8 — b3, ће, 570, b7D 


UO — 53, bú, БУС БГ 
ӘП — 3, Ба, БУС, ЮУГ 
31 — 3, Ба, b'7C, Вр 
за — ЪЗ, 56, b", b'7D 
53 — bä, Ба, b'7C, Вр 
S4 — 3, bó, БУС Вр 
за — Ба, Ба, БУС, b7D 
за — 3, Ба, БУС Вр 
ӘР -- ба, Ба, ΠΟ, Вр 
ӛз — 3, Ба, БУС ЮУ 
ва — Ба, Ба, БУС, Вр 
90 — bä, ъё, БУС ЮУГ 
91 — 3, Ба, ΠΟ, Вр 
а2- 3, bó, БУС ВУР 
23 — 63, Ба, БС. ЮУ 
94 — 3, bó, БУС Вр 
95 — h3, Ба, БС, Бр 
за — 63, Ба, БУС, Вр 
a7 — 63, Ба, БУС, ЮУГ 
98 — bä, Ба, ΠΠ, b7D 
99 - 13, ъё, БУС ЮУГ 
100 — 53, 56, Б, БГ 


101 — 53, Һа, БАС, ი IL» 
102 — 63, 56, ЫС, b7D 
103 — 53, Һа, ЫС, b Τὸ 
104 — 63, bà, БС, ЕО 


105 — 53, 56, БИО, БУГ? 
106 — 53, bé, ЫС, ЕО 


1077 ЪЗ, Һа, ЫС, БУГ 
108 — 53, bú, БАС, БУШ 
109 — 53, Һа, ЫС, БУГ? 
110 — 63, Ба, ЫС, ЕО 


111 — 63, Ба, БУ, b7D 
112 — 63, Ба, ЫС, ЕО 


113 — 53, Ба, БИО, b7D 
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Басе 
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114 — b3, Ба, 
115 ~ b3, Ба, 
116 ~ b3, Ба, 
117 — b3, Ба, 
118 — b3, Ба, 
119 ~ b3, Ба, 
120 — b3, Ба, 
121 — b3, Ба, 
122 — b3, Ба, 
123 — b3, Ба, 
124 — b3, Ба, 
125 — b3, Ба, 
126 — b3, Ба, 
127 — b3, ће, 
128 — b3, Ба, 
129 — b3, Ба, 
130 ~ b3, Ба, 
131 — b3, Ба, 
132 — b3, Ба, 
133 — b3, Ба, 
134 ~ b3, Ба, 
135 — b3, Ба, 
136 — b3, Ба, 
137 — b3, Ба, 
138 — b3, Ба, 
139 — b3, Ба, 
140 ~ b3, Ба, 
141 ~ b3, Ба, 
142 — b3, ће, 
143 ~ b3, Ба, 
144 — b3, ће, 
145 — b3, ће, 
146 — b3, Ба, 
147 — b3, Ба, 
148 — b3, ће, 
149 — b3, Ба, 
150 — b3, Ба, 
151 — b3, Ба, 
152 — b3, Ба, 
153 — b3, Ба, 
154 — b3, Ба, 
155 — b3, Ба, 
156 ~ b3, Ба, 
157 — b3, Ба, 
158 — b3, ће, 
159 — b3, Ба, 
150 — b3, Ба, 
151 — b3, Ба, 
162 — b3, Ба, 


ъс, b ΤΟ 
ъс, b ΤΟ 


ъс, b ΤΟ 


БС, ЮУГ 
ъс, БУШ 


БС, БУГ 


ъс, БУШ 
БС, b7D 


ъс, БУШ 


БС, БУГ 
ъс, БУШ 


БС, БУГ 


ъс, b7D 
БС, БУГ 


ъс, b7D 


БС, БУШ 
ъс, b ΤΟ 


ъс, b ΤΟ 


БС, БУГ 
bc, ხი Το 


БС, БУГ 


ъс, БУШ 
БС, b7D 


ъс, БУШ 


БС, БУГ 
ъс, БУШ 


БС, БУГ 


ъс, b7D 
БС, БУГ 


ъс, b ΤΟ 


ъс, b ΤΟ 
ъс, b ΤΟ 


ъс, b ΤΟ 


БС, БУГ 
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ъс, БУШ 
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ъс, b ΤΟ 


БС, БУГ 
БС, b7D 


183 — Referral Direct 
185 — Һа, Бус БТЕ 
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